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Federal Election Commission ^ 

999 E Street, NW K» 

Washington; OC 20463 

To: Fedeiral Elections; Commission* General Counsel's Office 

From: James Slepian; Renacci for Congress 

^ Date; Novemkker 19,2012 

^ Re: Frivolous complaint filed by 0ifb Redfern o/ the Ohio Democratic Party against ihe Renacci for 
Q Congress Campaign, MURilf€679 
^ . 
Kl 

^ On November 7,2012, our campaign received a copy of a complaint filed by Ohio Democratic Party 
O Chairman, Chris Redfem, aileging a violatipii of the Fednral Eiectlen CampaignrAct of 1971. Specifically, 
>̂  the complaint alleges that our campaign engaged in illegal adyertislng eQordlnatobh with a third pairty 

organization (thê Cpngressio.nal l̂ dershlp FUndK The allegatiori is patently fajsey and for the reasons 
set forth betoiM, the matter should kiie dismissed. 

In the complalnti Mr. Redfiem claims that our campaign "canceled $850,000 of broadcast adveitislhg' In 
the doslngdays of the election, despite haying "arripie money on hand", and retlieis on those assertions 
as a central crux of the coordination,allegaiion. The cornplaint poMts to spending by an̂ ô̂^ 
the Corigresslonal Leadership Fund, during the period thal l̂ ed̂ rn alleges 6ur canipaign canceiied 
$850̂ 000 in advertising, as "proof of coordination. 

The facts, set forth beloŵ  show that not only is the allegation of coordination entirely false, but the 
underlying factual assertions made In support of the allegation are also untruê  

THE FACTS 

InHiilAdlteaenwtlmi 

in April of 2012, the Renacci campaign made Its initiai reservation of broadcast advertising time in the 
Cleveland media market fbr the 2012 generai election. The Initial reservation covered the final four 
weelcs ofthe campaign cycle and was simply a reseryajtlpn of broadcast teieylsl̂ ^̂  polnts> not an actual 
purchase of advertiisirig time. Due to the heavy presence each of the presieieRlial campaigns occupied in 
the Cleveland media market beî nnlng early In 2012; the Ihyeritoiy fpr advecttsinig in t̂ ^̂  
was rapidly disappearing, whlch ̂ s why the campalgniopted to reserve advertlslhg tirne at such an early 
date—with die full understanding that the decision on how and when to air those points wotild be 
subject to charige as the electibn approached. 

liiitlal Ad PufdiaSfe and Reaeivattoii Adjustment 

i '".E r •", 



HUV'V^/ V'V / 

In August̂  2012; as the airwaves In Qeveiand becarhe hhiOre duttered, purcarhpaignm^ 
decision to air adyfirtisements earlier than we had initially ahtlcî ti|d. AS the network) records Indicate 
(see ajtachment); we began airing broadcast adŝ on /^gl^^^ 
between that point: and ;Electl0n Day. Coruequently, ma|^ 
reserved for the final weeks oif the campaign were puAĉ  
August. In total, the Renacci ciafhpaign spent $1>46 million on television advertisihgifrOm August ;27 
through Election Day—maintaining a steady presence on the ain̂ ŷes jthroughout thatientire period, 
regardless of and entirely independent from any other groups or organizations that ppled to run ad$ 
during that time. 

Hnal Ad Pufchaia and JteMfwatien 

^ The complaiht erroneously alleges that the Renacci campaign cancelled $85d,pjQiO In ibroadcast 
CQ advertising In the final two waalcs of the;campaign,, which 1$ a complete- faliacŷ  At no point :had the 
P carnpaign even reserved $850̂ 000 ih advertlslhg for the final twO: weeks., The initial advertbiifig 
^ reservatloi), placed in April of 2012; Feserved;apprQ)dmately $900,000 warth of ad timer $piread over the 
^ Anal fbur weelcs. of the qampaign> The Inltlial reservation for the final two weelcs amounted to 
^ approximately $4SOi00Oi-$5pp,000i not $850̂ 000; Arid :as Is detailed above, the initial reservation was 
O later spread oiit over a much ionger period of time. Cohseqiieriitiyf the campaigh rah fewer polnts on 
Kl broadcast; over the flnal;weeks of the campaign than we had ihltiaiiy reserved In April of 2012,ra$ we 

were operating with finite resources and slmplyxhjDise to spread those;resoar̂  a longer 
advertising window, in the end, the campaign sfient approxirnately $200;000 on teievislon during the 
final two weeH as opposed to the $4̂ 0;OQ0̂ 56o;dOd initially reiseifved/â declsion based̂ solely ort the 
amount of money we had left to spend. 

Thê pther false assertion on which the coordination allagation 4's t̂ sed Is t̂ ^ carapaign had 
Ifroitiess resouroBS that we simply chose not to spend duriiig the dosingi days of the campaign. Mr. 
Redfern alleges that ogr campaign had '̂ ampleinoney on hand'' during the final two weeks of the 
campaign, and therefore our dedsion notto spend tjiat money Is evidence of cdordination with an 
outside groups What>Mr. Redfern fallsto provide is any eiî dertce of the '̂ ampie litonef he references 
in the complaiht—and he Is unable to db so because, as our FEC report will detail; the funds he casts 
wild allegations about simply never existed. 

As was stated abcivei our campaign made a strategic deddon to spend our resources earlier and spread 
them out over an extended period of time, rather than concentrating our advertisihg In the final weeks 
of the election. Consequentlŷ  the campaign had spent neariy ail ipf ipjiir resourcê ;!̂ ^̂  dose of the 
ekiditon and the cash reserves Mfi Redfern dtes simply never mlsie^ Ihif̂  himself had 
to IcMin the campaign $100,000: In the dosing days to finance ourlihai hroâ ^̂  buy 
that Mr. Redfern aiso seems todeny ever occurred. 

GONGISUION 



^ In summary, the absurd allegation made In this cornplaint shpuld berseen for what it ls->-a Wild a 
dĵ erate poiitical stunt In the dosing daysiof a campaigh that Is devoid :ofiany merit or try th. Not only 
Is the prindpla allegation: of eoordlnatlort cornpletely false-r̂ our campaign never coprdlhated'Withiany 
outside group at any time« but the underMrUK assertloî ^ 
and Rnandal position in the final webks bf the race are also entirely Inaccû te. 

Perhaps the most astonishing element of this pollticaily motivated, baseless complaiht is that the Sutton 
fbr Congress campaign, on whose behalf the cornplaint wasifiliGid, enip^d ir| predsely the iametype of 
behaviorthe complaint dtes as evidence of coordination. Rather than maintaining a prolonged and 
constant presence on telievlsion> the Sutton campajgh madetlie Uhtisual dedsion tb run no tblevlslbn 
advertiislng at all until October, after early voting had alineady begun. Ihiowevier/in the preceding months 

CO of September and August outside groups suppoHtlve ofthe Sutton campaign spent heavily on Cleyeland 
<M televlston, running attadc ads against Jim 'Rehaccl It was not until thbse groups completed tiieir 
^ advertising buys that the Sutton campaign began airing their own adŝ a move thatfcertainly gives the 
^ appearance of the same type of coordination thatthe cornptaint'falsety alleges the Renacci campaign to 

have engaged in. Therefbre, If an inquiry Into coordination in the race for Congress In Ohto's 1^ 
^ district Is wal̂ ranted, the appropriate target of that inquiry woiild be the Sutton for Congress campaign, 
^ not the Renacci campaign. 
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